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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

1. Claims 7-9 and 13-20 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.142(b) as being drawn to a nonelected invention, there being no allowable 
generic or linking claim. Election was made without traverse in the reply filed on 
January 1 1 , 2006. 

Specification 

2. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because "element" (line 2) should be 
changed to - -elements- Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 1-6 and 10-12 are objected to because of the following informalities: the 
claims refer to both "micro-shaving elements" and "microshaving elements." A 
consistent spelling should be employed throughout the claims. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

5. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Dischler (6,216,561). 
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Regarding claim 1, Dischler discloses a micro-replicated shaving surface as 
claimed, including: a substrate (63); a plurality of longitudinal micro-shaving elements 
(64) projecting outwardly from a surface of the substrate (63), said micro-shaving 
elements being arranged in at least one row with each micro-shaving element (64) 
being spaced away from and approximately parallel to the next successive micro- 
shaving element (64); and wherein each of said plurality of micro-shaving elements (64) 
defines a cutting edge (22) extending longitudinally thereof. 

Regarding claim 2, Dischler discloses said substrate (63) and said plurality of 
micro-shaving elements (64) are metallic. 

Regarding claim 4, Dischler discloses said longitudinal micro-shaving elements 
(64) define a substantially triangular cross section. 

Regarding claim 5, Dischler discloses said longitudinal micro-shaving elements 
each define a leading surface inclined at a first rake angle and a trailing surface inclined 
at a second rake angle. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Dischler discloses said substrate (63) and said plurality of 
micro-shaving surfaces are unitary and made from a first material; and each of said 
plurality of micro-shaving elements is at least partially coated with a second material. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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7. Claims 3 and 12 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dischler as applied to claims 1, 2, and 11 above, and further in view of Polk et al 
(3,940,293). 

Dischler discloses a shaving surface substantially as claimed, but fails to 
expressly disclose the micro-shaving elements are formed from amorphous metal or 
formed from metal and coated with amorphous metal. However, Polk et al disclose it is 
old and well known in the razor art to use amorphous metal or a metal coated with 
amorphous metal because compositions with high as-formed hardness, ductility, a high 
elastic limit, and good corrosion resistance can be selected. Also, amorphous metals 
are more homogenous than common crystalline materials for the dimensions 
characteristic of the sharpened edge of a razor blade. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
manufacture the micro-shaving elements of the Dischler device from amorphous metal 
or metal coated with amorphous metal because amorphous metal has positive 
hardness, ductility, elasticity, and corrosion characteristics for razor blades. 

8. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dischler 

as applied to claims 1 , 4, and 5 above, and further in view of the following. 

♦ 

Dischler discloses a shaving surface substantially as claimed, but fails to 
expressly disclose the first and second rake angles are different. At the time the 
invention was made, it would have been an obvious matter of design choice to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art to vary the rake angles because Applicant has not disclosed 
that the different leading and trailing rake angles provide an advantage, are used for a 
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particular purpose, or solve a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the art, 
furthermore, would have expected Applicant's invention to perform equally well with 
equal leading and trailing rake angles because the cutting edges would still shave the 
hair follicle. Therefore, it would have been an obvious matter of design choice to modify 
Dischler to obtain the invention as specified in claim 6. 

9. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dischler 
as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Orloff (5,983,756). 

Dischler discloses sharpening the cutting edge, but fails to disclose electro- 
chemical machining. However, Orloff discloses forming a cutting edge by electro- 
chemical machining. Electro-chemical machining allows for finer detail in the work 
piece than traditional grinding operations. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to form the cutting edge of 
the Dischler device using electro-chemical machining, as disclosed by Orloff, in order to 
create fine detail. 

Conclusion 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Carolyn T. Blake whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4503. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday, 8:00 AM to 5:30 
PM, alternating Fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Allan N. Shoap can be reached on (571) 272-4514. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Allan N. Shoap 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Group 3700 



